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beverage’ as one containing greater than
one-half of one percent alcohol. This act
went into effect on 29 January 1920, along
with the Eighteenth Amendment. President
Hoover called Prohibition a ‘‘noble experi-
ment,” but others used stronger words. Clar-
ence described the effect of Prohibition on
the distilleries as ‘‘confiscatory.” They held
millions of gallons of whiskey in storage,
but, except for a controlled trickle for ‘‘me-
dicinal”’ purposes, were not allowed to sell it.

Even moderate imbibers needed to adjust.
While I do not recall alcohol being served by
my parents in Seattle, Washington, I do re-
member my mother sending me out on the
lawn to pick dandelions for wine. The proc-
ess she used is unknown, but it is possible
today to learn all that is necessary by
‘‘googling” ‘‘dandelion wine.”’

P. Green Miller and many other federal
agents, were called back to the Treasury De-
partment to enforce the new law. In view of
its unpopularity, affecting so many special
interests and tastes, this was a formidable
task. In 1923, he became Division Chief for
Enforcement of Prohibition for the states of
Kentucky and Tennessee, with offices in
Louisville and Memphis. Later, he spent a
good deal of time on the east coast, in New
York, Baltimore and Boston, trying to elimi-
nate, or at least minimize, the illegal smug-
gling by high-speed cutters, called ‘‘rum run-
ners,” which picked up whisky from vessels
lying beyond the territorial limits. He also
was involved in the attempt to break up the
illegal activities of the most powerful and
infamous of all bootleggers, Al Capone, who
operated out of Chicago.

REPEAL OF PROHIBITION—TWENTY-FIRST
AMENDMENT (1933)

On 23 March 1933, President Franklin D.
Roosevelt, after signing into law an amend-
ment to the Volstead Act, allowing the man-
ufacture and sale of ‘3.2 beer” and light
wines, is reported to have remarked ‘‘Now
let’s all have a beer.” The Eighteenth
Amendment, itself, was repealed later with
ratification of the Twenty-first amendment
on 5 December 1933. P. Green Miller returned
to farming.

YOUNG CLARENCE L. MILLER

Meanwhile, on 1 January 1925, when Clar-
ence was 12 years old, the Miller family pur-
chased Red Orchard Farm and established
residence there, although Clarence’s father
was still spending most of his time elsewhere
discharging his enforcement responsibilities.
The farm, originally 119 acres, now con-
stitutes 130 acres. Clarence helped his moth-
er with the farm, entering Shelbyville High
School where he graduated with the class of
1932. A schoolmate of his was Ben McMakKin,
the subject of one of last year’s columns,
who died as a Marine prisoner of war in 1945.
‘“‘Ben was president of our class one year, and
I the next.” He then spent two years at Uni-
versity of Kentucky with the intent of
studying law, but instead returned to Shel-
byville.

MOVING UP IN AGRICULTURE

Here, he was employed with the Agri-
culture Adjustment Administration (AAA),
later called the Commodity Stabilization
Service (CSS). He started literally from the
ground up, measuring tobacco plantings to
assure compliance with the regulations. In
1947 he married his high school sweetheart,
Katherine Barrickman, always called
“Toddy.” The daughter of a prominent Shel-
byville lawyer and County Attorney, she was
an accomplished competitive golfer, being
local women’s champion for 13 straight
years. In 19563 Clarence became chairman of
the state CSS and a year later went to Wash-
ington DC as national Director of the To-
bacco Division of the same agency. In 1956,
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he became Associate Administrator of the
national CSS. In 1959 and 1960, the final two
years of the Eisenhower administration, he
served as Assistant Secretary of Agriculture
for Marketing and Foreign Agriculture,
working directly under Secretary Ezra Taft
Benson, Agricultural Attaché in Madrid.
From 1961 to 1969 he was back in Shelby-
ville, operating his farm and occupying a po-
sition in public relations with the Kentucky
Farm Bureau. In 1970 he was appointed under
the Nixon administration as Agricultural
Attaché in Spain, serving until 1976, initially
under his good friend, Ambassador Robert C.
Hill. It was during this period that several of
his friends from Shelbyville were his guests
at the Embassy in Madrid. I remember my
fellow tennis player, the late Guy Lea, one of
his guests, remarking about Clarence’s hos-
pitality when he and his wife visited Spain.
WORLD TRAVELER

Despite undergoing double artery by-pass
surgery and replacement of the aortic valve
in 1998, the following year he took a trip to
Singapore. There are few countries he has
not visited. He has traveled around the
world, rounded both Africa and South Amer-
ica by ship, and visited Greenland and Ant-
arctica. Nevertheless, he has never lost
touch with his home town and his lifetime of
public service to his community and to his
country has culminated in the most altru-
istic act of all: the gift to his home town of
Red Orchard Farm.

Note: It is encouraging to report that Clar-
ence Miller continues to be hale and hearty,
strong of voice, forceful in expression and vi-
tally concerned about public affairs. He
looks back upon his long life with a feeling
of accomplishment: ‘It has been my good
fortune to have been in the right place at the
right time with the right credentials.”

CAPTURE ARREST AND TRANS-
PORT CHARGED FUGITIVES ACT
OF 2008

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss legislation I recently
introduced called the Capture Arrest
and Transport Charged—CATCH—Fugi-
tives Act of 2008. I am pleased that
Senator DOLE has joined me as a co-
sponsor of this bill.

The CATCH Fugitives Act addresses
three important problems that under-
cut State and local efforts to catch fu-
gitives. First, State and local law en-
forcement authorities have insufficient
resources for identifying and arresting
fugitives. Second, even when fugitives
are arrested, they may not be pros-
ecuted because of the high cost of ex-
tradition. Third, when fugitives flee
across State lines, they frequently es-
cape detection because law enforce-
ment officers lack complete informa-
tion about warrants issued in other
States. Fewer than half of all out-
standing felony warrants have been en-
tered into the nationwide database
that alerts other law enforcement offi-
cials that a person is wanted.

The act addresses these three prob-
lems by providing assistance to State
and local law enforcement agencies
through the U.S. Marshals Service to
help them identify fugitives and trans-
port them from one State to another
for prosecution. It also creates grant
programs that will encourage States to
share information about warrants with
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each other and help them pay for the
cost of additional extraditions.

This legislation is supported by Illi-
nois Attorney General Lisa Madigan,
Cook County State’s Attorney Richard
A. Devine, Cook County Sheriff Thom-
as Dart, City of Chicago Police Super-
intendent Jody P. Weis, Peoria State’s
Attorney Kevin Lyons, the Illinois As-
sociation of Chiefs of Police, and the I1-
linois Sheriffs’ Association.

Nationwide, there are an estimated
2.8 million to 3.2 million outstanding
warrants for the arrest of persons
charged with felony crimes, and the
number is growing. Fugitives often
commit additional crimes while they
are at-large. However, searching for
and apprehending them is costly. In-
creasing the resources available for
conducting fugitive investigations
would increase the number of fugitives
who are arrested, brought to trial for
previous crimes, and prevented from
committing new crimes.

The Marshals Service plays an inte-
gral role in the apprehension of fugi-
tives and has a long history of pro-
viding assistance and expertise to
other law enforcement agencies in sup-
port of fugitive investigations. Pursu-
ant to the Presidential Threat Protec-
tion Act of 2000, the Marshals Service
created its Regional Fugitive Task
Force program. The task forces com-
bine the efforts and resources of Fed-
eral, State, and local law enforcement
agencies as they work to locate and ap-
prehend fugitives. Between 2002 and
2006, the Marshals Service established
task forces in six regions of the coun-
try. Since their inception, these six
task forces have arrested approxi-
mately 90,000 Federal and State felony
fugitives, contributing to a significant
increase in the number of fugitive ar-
rests in those regions. The Marshals
Service has developed a plan to estab-
lish 12 additional task forces—enough
to serve the rest of the country—but
since 2006 it has not received the re-
sources needed to implement this plan.

The CATCH Fugitives act increases
the authorization for the Regional Fu-
gitive Task Force program from $10
million under current law to $50 mil-
lion for each of fiscal years 2009-2012
and $25 million for each of fiscal years
2013-2015, in order to fully fund the ex-
isting task forces and add new ones
that serve the remaining parts of the
country.

In addition to strengthening fugitive-
hunting capacity in general, the act
also tackles the problem of capturing
out-of-State fugitives and extraditing
them for prosecution. Since 1967, the
Federal Bureau of Investigation has op-
erated the National Crime Information
Center, NCIC, which administers a
database containing criminal history
information from the Federal Govern-
ment and the States, including out-
standing arrest warrants. The NCIC
database is designed to allow a law en-
forcement officer who stops a person in
one State to be made aware of any out-
standing warrants for that person
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issued in another State. The database
contains approximately 1.3 million fel-
ony and misdemeanor warrants, but it
is missing more than half of the Na-
tion’s 2.8 million to 3.2 million felony
warrants, including hundreds of thou-
sands of warrants for the arrest of the
people accused of committing violent
crimes.

A State’s failure to enter all of its
warrants into the NCIC database en-
ables fugitives to escape arrest even
when they are stopped by an officer in
another State. Many such fugitives go
on to commit additional crimes. In ad-
dition, they pose a danger to the offi-
cers who encounter them but have no
knowledge of their pending charges and
record of fleeing law enforcement au-
thorities.

Let me give an example from an in-
vestigative series of articles that ap-
peared in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch
earlier this year. On March 21, 2001,
Eloy Williams was charged with the
rape of a college student in Florida.
Florida authorities issued a warrant
for his arrest but did not enter it into
the NCIC database. On July 16, 2001,
Williams skipped a hearing in Florida
on a cocaine trafficking charge. Flor-
ida authorities issued a warrant for his
arrest for failure to appear on that
charge but again did not enter the war-
rant into the NCIC database. On April
11, 2002, Williams was stopped by a po-
lice officer in Decatur, GA. The officer
found no record of the Florida warrants
in the NCIC system and Williams was
released the next day. On July 25, 2002,
Williams was arrested in Decatur for
speeding. Again, the police officer
found no record of his Florida warrants
so Williams was released the next day.
On October 9, 2002, Williams raped and
robbed a 14-year-old girl while she was
walking home from school. In May and
June of 2003, Williams raped four
women in the Decatur and Lithonia,
GA, areas. On June 12, 2003, officers fi-
nally tracked Williams down and ar-
rested him. He confessed to all six of
these rapes. The five rapes committed
between October 2002 and June 2003
could have been prevented if the out-
standing Florida warrants had been en-
tered into the NCIC system. The offi-
cers who stopped Williams in April and
July of 2002 would have learned of the
warrants and made him available to
Florida for extradition. If extradited,
he would not have been in a position to
commit those five rapes.

Improving the completeness of the
warrant records in the NCIC database
would enable law enforcement officers
to identify and arrest a larger number
of fugitives and would improve the
safety of our officers. However, the
challenge does not end there. Even if a
fugitive is arrested, extraditing that
fugitive back to the State that issued
the warrant can be costly. Law en-
forcement agencies often lack the re-
sources to pay for the cost of trans-
porting fugitives. They frequently
choose to forego prosecution, allowing
fugitives to evade justice and commit
new crimes. Reducing the cost of extra-
dition would increase the number of
prosecutions.
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Let me give you another example
from the St. Louis Post-Dispatch se-
ries. In the fall of 1999, Virginia law en-
forcement authorities issued two fel-
ony warrants for the arrest of Felipe
Fowlkes. Fowlkes had a record of
criminal convictions that spanned two
decades and included convictions for
crimes ranging from burglary to sexual
misconduct. In April 2000, Fowlkes
learned of the warrants and turned
himself in to the local police in Sche-
nectady, NY. The Virginia authorities,
however, refused to retrieve him for
prosecution. Three weeks later,
Fowlkes attempted to rob a woman and
was arrested. He was convicted and
sentenced to prison time. In July 2003,
6 weeks after his release, Fowlkes at-
tempted to sexually assault a woman.
Hours later on the same day, he lured
a 15-year-old girl behind a school and
raped her. The 2000 attempted robbery
and 2003 rape might have been pre-
vented if the Virginia authorities had
extradited Fowlkes in 2000.

The CATCH Fugitives Act has three
provisions that address the twin chal-
lenges of identifying fugitives who
have crossed State lines and extra-
diting them for prosecution. First, it
includes a major grant program that
offers States and local governments
significant funding for extraditions,
but builds in strong incentives to im-
prove the entry of warrants into the
NCIC database. It authorizes $50 mil-
lion in grants to States for each of fis-
cal years 2009-2015 to help cover the
costs of extraditing additional numbers
of fugitives from one State to another,
but it conditions eligibility for grants
on improved performance in entering
warrant records into NCIC. Any State
or unit of local government is eligible
for an extradition grant during the
first 3 years after enactment. However,
a State or unit of local government
would lose its eligibility if after 3 years
it is still transmitting less than 50 per-
cent of its warrants to NCIC; after 5
years it is transmitting less than 70
percent of its warrants to NCIC; or
after 7 years it is transmitting less
than 90 percent of its warrants to
NCIC.

Second, to help States and local gov-
ernments improve their performance in
submitting warrants to NCIC, the
CATCH Fugitives Act authorizes $10
million for each of fiscal years 2009-2013
for grants to State and local govern-
ments to improve their capacity, infra-
structure and processes for transmit-
ting warrants to NCIC.

Third, in order to help States and
local governments further reduce the
cost of extraditing fugitives between
States, the Act directs the Marshals
Service to expand its Justice Prisoner
and Alien Transportation Service,
JPATS—currently used for trans-
porting detainees and inmates—and
make it available for fugitive trans-
ports requested by States and local
governments that participate in a Re-
gional Fugitive Task Force. The act
authorizes $2 million for each of fiscal
years 2009-2015 for this purpose.

In summary, the CATCH Fugitives
Act addresses serious problems that
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interfere with law enforcement efforts
to bring fugitives to justice. It in-
creases fugitive-hunting capacity na-
tionwide. It provides resources and in-
centives for States to make informa-
tion about outstanding warrants avail-
able to other States so that law en-
forcement agencies in one State can
recognize when a fugitive from another
State is in their grasp. And, it provides
assistance that will reduce the cost of
extraditing such fugitives from one
State to another for prosecution. I urge
my colleagues to support this impor-
tant bipartisan legislation.

——————

SYMQUEST

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the Bur-
lington Free Press recently printed an
article about SymQuest Group Inc. in
South Burlington. It was especially in-
teresting to me, as I know the co-
founders, Larry Sudbay and Pat Rob-
ins, very well.

In the article, Mr. Sudbay was said to
make their success and the honors they
have won seem very easy. One would
have to know Larry Sudbay to realize
that what he makes seem easy can be
a Herculean task for most people.

The other cofounder is Pat Robins of
Burlington. I was privileged to not
only be a classmate of Pat’s at St. Mi-
chael’s College, but to have the further
privilege of maintaining our friendship
for the past 50 years.

Vermont is a small State with much
to make us proud. People like Larry
Subday and Pat Robins make our State
even better.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle from the Free Press be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Burlington Free Press, June 2,

2008]

PEOPLE, PAPER AND PIXELS PROPEL
SYMQUEST

(By Joel Banner Baird)

SOUTH BURLINGTON.—Behind thick glass,
like a motionless aquarium in the company’s
lobby, the SymQuest Group Inc. server room
might hold the visitor’s interest for a minute
or two, tops.

Even CEO and co-founder Larry Sudbay
can be easily distracted from the racks of
hardware and colorful cabling—especially
when one of his 152 employees walks by.

In this hardware-and-software company,
everyone seems to be on a first-name basis;
people are the moving parts at SymQuest.
On May 21, Gov. Jim Douglas honored the 12-
year-old company as the recipient of this
year’s winner of Vermont’s top business ac-
colade: the Deane C. Davis Award, citing
SymQuest for its outstanding commitments
to work environment and community—and
for its vitality.

Last week, Sudbay, 51, made it sound sim-
ple.

He described the privately held, office sys-
tems management firm’s steady, double-
digit growth as ‘“‘fun momentum.”

In a nutshell, he said, his goal in manage-
ment ‘‘is to allow our employees to thrive,
and to create raving fans.”’
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